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Adaptation theory is a relatively young field of criticism, having started in the 1940s. It also often deals with relatively young forms of art such as films or comic books. The differences made to stories when they are adapted from one medium into another can be extensive, but adaptors often try to be as true to their source material as possible. Adaptation between theatre and film has focused mainly on Shakespearean plays and films, establishing the differences between these media only to a minor degree. Film adaptations of Shakespeare’s plays are often extremely different from their source, clouding the real differences between the two media. 
The play The Lion in Winter was written by James Goldman in 1966. It was based on historical characters and events and tells the story of a fictional Christmas in 1183, celebrated by King Henry II and his family at his castle in Chinon, France. The play was adapted for film in 1968, the screenplay also written by Goldman. The film invigorated interest in the play, which has since been produced by amateur companies all over the world. It was, however, not until 2003, 5 years after Goldman’s death, that another film version was made, also based on his screenplay. Because all three versions of the story were written by the same author, it is likely that any differences between these versions were caused by the different media in which they are told. 
Although theatre and film may appear to be closely linked as forms of performance, the two media have different ways of showing a narrative. I will explore the depth of these differences by discussing The Lion in Winter in connection to its two film adaptations.
An introduction to The Lion in Winter briefly elaborates on the story that is told in the play and films. It also discusses the career of the author James Goldman, the history of the play and the details of the two film adaptations.
	After this brief introduction chapter 1: Adaptation Theory discusses the phenomenon of adaptation and its problematic history, with special emphasis on the adaptation from theatre to film. 
	Chapter 2: Text to Film begins the discussion of the adaptation of The Lion in Winter. It starts with a brief discussion of the alterations that can be made to a text when adapted to film and then gives examples of additions, deletions, transposition and rewriting found in both adaptations of the play.
	Chapter 3: Locations elaborates on the differences between the setting of plays and films and the possibilities film offers for creating a world compared to the limited possibilities of the stage. The different use of location and sets are discussed for all three versions of The Lion in Winter. 
	Chapter 4: Characters discusses the creation of a character by casting, costume design and acting for both stage and film productions, giving examples of how the film adaptations have used and elaborated on the limited information offered by James Goldman in the play. 
	Chapter 5: Camera angles and editing focuses on the elements of film that are most often seen as the defining difference with other media. The use of different camera angles, camera movement and editing between shots in both adaptations is compared to the possibilities of the stage.
  	Several appendices offer additional information or examples. Appendix A offers a scene-by-scene abstract of the play’s narrative. Appendix B offers screen captures from both film versions showing the differences between sets. Appendix C offers pictures of the cast members and their costumes. Appendix D gives examples of the shots discussed in chapter 5 and an impression of the two scenes discussed in relation to the editing process. Finally, appendix E offers pictures of several stage productions to give an impression of the different possibilities of set design and costume design the stage offers.  
  Introduction to the play and films

The Story
The Lion in Winter by James Goldman tells the story of king Henry II of England and his wife Eleanor of Aquitaine. It is set during Christmas court at Chinon in France in the year 1183. Henry’s heir, Henry the Young King has died, leaving his other three sons uncertain of who will inherit the crown at their father’s death. Richard, Geoffrey and John have all been invited to come by Henry, as has their mother, Eleanor, who was imprisoned in Salisbury Tower after leading a revolt against Henry and is only permitted to leave it when Henry allows it. The Aquitaine, a county which was formerly in her possession, now belongs to Richard and is deemed a suitable consolation prize for the prince who does not get the crown. Henry has also invited the young king Philip of France to discuss a long-standing treaty between France and England involving Philip’s sister Alais and her dowry. Alais has been raised at Henry’s court and is destined to marry Richard. Her dowry was the strategically important county of Vexin, which forms a border between the English territories in France and the kingdom of France. Henry, however, made Alais his mistress and is unwilling to let her marry his son. Philip comes to Chinon to make sure that the treaty is honoured or to get the Vexin back. 
Against this backdrop of affairs Henry’s family members struggle to gain power over the English crown, a French princess and assorted regions in France. Henry favours his youngest son, John, who grew up with him. Eleanor favours Richard, whom she raised with her in France. Geoffrey, who was made Duke of Brittany through marriage is favoured by none, although he is respected by all for his intelligence. While Henry and Eleanor play games with each other, helping their favoured sons and using anything they can to foil each other’s plans, the sons also form different alliances amongst each other and with king Philip, who is more than happy to interfere as long as the outcome suits him. Alais is the only character who has no flair for treachery and is at the mercy of Henry, whom she loves. He uses her, but it eventually becomes clear that he has no intention of giving her up. Henry, Eleanor and their sons manage to hurt each other deeply during their power struggle but they all recover from it and in the end the three sons leave Chinon, Eleanor sails back to England and Henry and Alais stay together. The story ends with the promise that the next time they meet they will all try again.​[1]​ A more detailed excerpt of the play can be found in appendix A.

The Author
James Goldman was born in 1929 in Chicago, Illinois and died in 1998 in New York City. Like his brother, famous screenwriter and novelist William Goldman, he was a prolific writer for many years. 
During his lifetime James Goldman wrote several plays: Blood, Sweat and Stanley Poole (1961), They Might be Giants (1961), The Lion in Winter (1966, revived in 1999) and The Lion in Summer (1967). Several of these plays were Broadway plays. Goldman also wrote several Broadway libretti. He wrote the book for A Family Affair (1962), for which his brother William wrote the lyrics and John Kander wrote the music and for Follies (1971), for which Stephen Sondheim wrote the lyrics and music. As a screenwriter he wrote the screenplays for The Lion in Winter (1968), They Might be Giants (1971), Nicholas and Alexandra (1971), Robin and Marian (1976) and White Nights (1985). For television he wrote Evening Primrose (1966), Oliver Twist (1982), Anna Karenina (1985) and the miniseries Anastasia (1986). In addition to these works he also wrote several novels: Myself as Witness, Waldorf, The Man from Greek and Roman and Fulton County.
	Goldman was nominated for the Tony Award for Best Book of a Musical for Follies and received an Academy Award, as well as awards from the Writers Guild of America and the Writers Guild of Great Britain for his screenplay of The Lion in Winter.​[2]​

The Play
The Lion in Winter first opened on Broadway on March 3, 1966. Although it is currently seen as a very successful play, it received widely differing reviews in its early period and was abandoned after 83 performances. According to James Goldman in his introduction to the play it was the 1968 film version that reignited interest in the play: 

‘I still can’t quite believe what happened. There are many plays that fail and then become successful movies; Casablanca, for example. But the play itself remains a failure; there were no new productions of Everybody Came to Rick’s, the play on which the film was based. And there are other plays that attain a brief new lease on life from being filmed, only to disappear again. But Lion, as a stage piece was more than reprieved by the movie. It was transformed into a theater work that has been performed all over the world.’​[3]​

Goldman remained passionate about the characters he portrayed in The Lion in Winter. In later projects he returned to the topic by letting King John appear in his screenplay for Robin and Marion and by writing about the final days of King John’s life in his novel Myself as Witness. He studied the Plantagenet family history extensively, but admits that his characters are fictitious. No one knows what these people were really like, but Goldman tried to imagine who they were, what they felt and said and what they wanted out of life.​[4]​ 
	It is this intention that critics have both respected and condemned. The play is stated to combine ‘keen historical and psychological insight with delicious, mordant wit’.​[5]​ It was called ‘modern, as well as period’​[6]​ by actress Glenn Close, but has also been said to be ‘a megaphone for the sixties theme of family malice’.​[7]​ The Lion in Winter is generally accepted to be a historical family- and psychological drama, but although some critics have chosen to dismiss its showing of history as imperfect, most critics chose to concentrate on the psychological family drama it is. Goldman merely chose the setting as a basis and then let the characters loose on each other. 
By far most critics concentrate on the play’s language and the interaction it shows between the characters. As Richard E. Dansky puts it: 






The film that reinvigorated the play so successfully was based on the screenplay James Goldman wrote. The film was directed by Anthony Harvey and starred Peter O’Toole as king Henry II and Katherine Hepburn as Eleanor of Aquitaine. Sir Anthony Hopkins made his film debut as Richard, as did Timothy Dalton by playing king Philip II. John and Geoffrey were played by Nigel Terry and John Castle and Alais was played by Jane Merrow. The film was released on October 30, 1968.​[9]​
	The film was nominated for several awards. It won Academy Awards for the screenplay, the music (John Barry) and for Best Actress (Katherine Hepburn). It also received nominations for Academy Awards for Best Picture, Best Director and Best Actor (Peter O’Toole) and for Costume Design (by Margaret Furse).​[10]​ Besides these Oscars the film won British Academy Awards for Katherine Hepburn’s performance and for John Barry’s music, Golden Globe Awards for Best Drama and Best Actor (Peter O’Toole).​[11]​  
	The film was much appreciated by critics whose average opinion is illustrated by the following example:

‘This is family drama at its most vicious -- but it is also dialogue at its most brilliant. The setting is about as accurate as a 60's film can get, and while there are a few flaws in the historical details, there are absolutely none in the performances, delivered with power and insight by a superior cast.’​[12]​

It is generally agreed that the roles are extremely well-performed, especially by Peter O’Toole and Katherine Hepburn, but also by the younger actors, most notably Anthony Hopkins and Timothy Dalton.​[13]​ Although the film was appreciated for its setting and acting, it is also, at times, seen as ‘more of a photographic record of a stage play’ than a film.​[14]​ This is probably due to Anthony Harvey’s style of directing as much as it is due to James Goldman’s reworking of a play into a screenplay.  

The 2003 miniseries
It was only after James Goldman’s death in 1998 that another adaptation of his play was made. In 2003 Hallmark Entertainment made a miniseries based on the screenplay for the 1968 film. It was released in the UK on December 26, 2003. The director, Andrei Konchalovsky, is a Russian writer and director of international fame who worked in Hollywood in the 1980s, but now only occasionally returns there for special projects, such as The Lion in Winter. It starred Glenn Close and Patrick Stewart as Eleanor and Henry, Andrew Howard as Richard, John Light as Geoffrey, Rafe Spall as John and Julia Vysotsky as Alais. Jonathan Rhys Meyers played Philip II.​[15]​





There are many forms of adaptation, although that of text to screen generally seems to be the most common. We have all heard of film adaptations of such classic novels as Jane Austen’s Pride & Prejudice or Arthur Conan Doyle’s Sherlock Holmes stories. Much research has focussed on the adaptation of novels, but another popular form of text to screen adaptation is making film versions of plays, such as William Shakespeare’s.​[17]​
	Critics have come up with various reasons why adaptations are so popular in cinema. Companies may assume that popular books will make popular films. Film makers may strive to make the most authentic, definitive film version of a classic or to make a radically revisioned version as a new work of art.​[18]​ Other intentions in making a film adaptation may be to make a story ‘real’ in the way only a film can or to give people who will never read the book a chance of becoming ‘cultured’ by getting to know a classic.​[19]​ The success of such films for the audience depends on their entertainment value, but for scholars it depends on its rendering of the source material.	




Adaptation theory is a very broad field, not only because of the numerous media between which adaptation can take place or the numerous forms adaptation can take, but also because critics have very different views on the matter. Critics of film adaptation have often, seemingly in an automatic reaction, given priority to the source which is perceived as a higher, more complex form to the film.​[21]​ A film is, however, not merely visual, but also contains language, sound and cultural information that can all be of key importance to the story and can be interpreted much like any text.​[22]​ 
The way adaptations treat their source defines to a large degree their popularity among scholars. Geoffrey Wagner suggested there are three types of adaptation varying from direct transposition of the source into a new medium to departing from the source and making a new work of art.​[23]​ Any sort of criticism of an adaptation must therefore begin with an assessment of how much the film-maker has chosen to retain of his source and how he has used it.​[24]​ However, most of these films, no matter which type of adaptation was made, are judged inferior to their source on the basis of fidelity. Brian McFarlane states that ‘fidelity criticism depends on a notion of the text as having and rendering up to the (intelligent) reader a single, correct “meaning” which the filmmaker has either adhered to or in some sense violated or tampered with.’​[25]​ Fidelity is not only difficult between media, but is also difficult in adapting within a medium, for example in remaking a classic film. The 1998 remake of Alfred Hitchcock’s Psycho, for example, was also considered inferior to its source.​[26]​
 	Because fidelity is considered so important, scholars have tried to find out what passes between media in the act of adaptation. The capacity for narrative is one of the aspects film is thought to share with its sources. As Christian Metz puts it ‘film tells us continuous stories; it “says” things that could be conveyed also in the language of words; yet it says them differently.’​[27]​
	As narrative is important to both the source and the film adaptation, it is no wonder that certain elements of the narrative expression of the source have to be maintained in adaptation. Some features of the literary narrative are essential in the reproduction of what is called the ‘core meaning’ of a source text.​[28]​ It is therefore necessary to investigate which elements can be transferred and which have to be adapted.​[29]​ 
	There are several theories about which elements of a narrative are so important that an adaptation cannot do without them. According to Kamilla Elliott it is the content of a source that is adapted: plots, characters and themes can be given a new form.​[30]​ Imelda Whelehan suggests that what is transferred from one medium into another is the relationship between characters, an aspect that can be detached from language and form. When the characters are taken out of their original context they may be changed to a certain degree, but for a successful adaptation to take place their relationships have to remain as they were in the source.​[31]​ Similarly, Vladimir Propp’s theory on the structure of folktales states that there are seven types of character at the basis of all functions in a narrative, all with their own types of action. To Propp, therefore, a function is ‘an act of character, defined from the point of view of its significance for the course of the action’.​[32]​ 
Brian McFarlane argues that Propp’s theory is linked with the transferability of myths. Myths are made up of universal elements that are not specific to any one mode of expression. They have a stability that cannot be tampered with by adaptation and are therefore easy to transfer among media.​[33]​ Which elements are mythological in this sense of the word is not specified. One may assume that themes, as mentioned by Kamilla Elliott, are transferable and very likely to fall into the category of mythical elements. However, as McFarlane argues, the matter depends highly on which elements are found to be universal and of great importance to the story, leaving the other functions to be adapted rather than easily transferred.​[34]​ 
Roland Barthes, although not studying the field of adaptation, also suggested that every narrative is made up of functions. Some of these, functions proper, are concerned with actions and events and are linked linearly throughout the text. The other functions, indices, provide information that is necessary to the story, such as psychology of the characters, atmosphere of the scenes and information about the setting. Most functions proper have to be transferred from the source to the adaptation, but some indices are also, at least partly, adaptable.​[35]​ 
	Functions proper can be subdivided into cardinal functions and catalysers (called kernels and satellites by Seymour Chatman). Cardinal functions are key actions or events without which the story would change beyond recognition. These are, for example, actions that can change the outcome of a story. Catalysers on the other hand are small actions that support the cardinal functions. Their role is to give details without which the cardinal events cannot take place. For example, if the cardinal function takes place during a dinner, the laying of the table could be one of the catalysers.​[36]​ Catalysers also fill in the time between cardinal functions. They can give the story a higher pace or delay the sequence of events, giving a different effect to the story.​[37]​ This is why Catalysers are also important elements to be considered in adaptation.    
	The elements that are not included among the functions proper or the immediate basics of character relations are indices. They are not vital to the story but they give it atmosphere or show the specific personalities of characters in small details. The point-of-view used in the source is also counted as one of the indices.​[38]​ McFarlane argued that some functions of the narrating prose can be told by the film’s mise-en-scène, for example establishing the setting or a character’s physical appearance. A writer’s tone or his point-of-view can be replaced by the camera’s eye, focusing on elements in the mise-en-scène that can comment on or qualify what the characters say.​[39]​ 

1.2 	Adaptation between theatre and film

For this thesis it is important to compare the media of theatre and film in the light of adaptation theory, but critics seem to be unclear on what the defining elements of these media are. On the one hand plays are seen as literature, a story told in words, but on the other plays are performed, giving them several other codes that can be interpreted, just as film works in several codes. According to Marco De Marinis a performance text is no longer a literary artefact but ‘is conceived of as a complex network of different types of signs, expressive means, or actions.’​[40]​ The complex position of this form of adaptation is shown by the film adaptations of Shakespeare’s plays. These plays, although firmly set in the theatre, are also counted as literature. What is more, the place Shakespeare holds in ‘high culture’ also influences the place of film adaptations of his work.​[41]​ These adaptations currently hold an extraordinary place in adaptation studies as they are among the few films that are treated with keen interest by scholars and no longer suffer as much from ‘textual “purists” among scholars, critics and reviewers’ as other adaptations.​[42]​
	The matter is further complicated by the historical connection between media. Some critics have connected film with literature in stating that these are ‘sister arts sharing formal techniques, audiences, values, sources, archetypes, narrative strategies and contexts.’​[43]​ The nineteenth-century Victorian novel is often seen as a great influence on film. It has the possibility of shifting back and forth between different characters within a scene, creating different points of view, much like film creates this effect by camera movement and editing.​[44]​ However, the film medium has also been connected to other art forms, as is illustrated by a 1926 reviewer cited by Kamilla Elliott: 

‘It involves a manipulation of character and acting and stage as in legitimate drama; it involves a manipulation of visual composition as in painting (… moving… and therefore much more complex); it involves a manipulation of tempo as in music; it involves a manipulation of visual suggestion and visual metaphor as in poetry. Beyond all that, it involves a manipulation of such effects as are peculiar to itself [like cinematography and editing].’​[45]​ 

	Critics who favour the relation between theatre and film argue that the bond between these two media has existed since the beginning of film making. Films were called moving picture plays until the 1930s and many film production practices are close to those of the theatre. Screenwriting, for example, often follows the same Aristotelian principles as playwriting and ‘other aspects of production - direction, writing, acting, costuming, makeup, music, and set design – regularly group theater, television, and film’.​[46]​ These critics also argue that the dialogue, characters, symbolic and realistic use of objects and space and shifting points of view found in the Victorian novel and in film, is also found in theatre.​[47]​ 
In discussing the difficulty involved in performance criticism, James C. Bulman shows a few key elements of a stage production, such as ‘the material conditions of performance, the dynamics of audience response, the possibility of error latent in live performance, and above all the physical presence of the actors themselves’.​[48]​ At first sight none of these elements apply to film. A film is an object, unlike the theatrical production. It gives a single, controlled, form of a performance. A theatre performance is entirely different, although it may be recorded and have several fixed forms.​[49]​ A play is performed several times, each time changing form. The script, décor and props stay the same, but each performance differs slightly from every other performance. The form of a play can only be controlled up to a certain point.​[50]​ 
This difference in form influences the relationship with the audience. Theatre is seen as an exchange with the audience, something a film can never be.​[51]​ A film is a representation of an event that takes place over a certain amount of time. When the audience sees it the event has passed and the film offers a delayed ‘presence’ of the actor on screen, whereas the play is an event that takes place in front of the audience with the actor actually present before it.​[52]​ This difference has given rise to the question of identification. The audience in a movie theatre is physically far removed from the on-screen world. According to André Bazin this distance between the audience and the actor allows the audience to see the character as a person in his own surroundings, whereas the physical presence of an actor on stage can break up the illusion of another world and make the audience too aware of the fact that the character is played.​[53]​ However, the stage offers a certain vivacity to a production: the experience of watching a play with three dimensions, stage action and a moving spectator’s eye. If the camera is fixed in one place, giving only one point of view, for example from an audience seat, in single shot scenes, all the liveliness of a performance is lost. Editing and montage shots, the most popular defining elements of film making, solve this problem by restoring some of the liveliness and three-dimensionality of the performance.​[54]​ 
	Another element that is thought to be specific to film is the type of space that can be shown in film. The audience is able to see the on-screen action as taking place in its own reality only when the setting is believable. The décor of a play is different from that of a film in its nature and function. The stage of a play is separated from the audience by its architecture. The space behind the décor is limited by curtains and the walls of a building and the audience will always be aware of this. Although the screen in a movie theatre is also set apart from the audience, André Bazin argues that cinema has no boundaries: the screen is not a frame that limits the world of the story, it is a mask that allows only part of the on-screen reality to be seen. On screen the actor becomes the centre of his own universe. When he goes off screen it is not hard to imagine that he is still just beyond our vision. This is why identification becomes so much easier with cinema.​[55]​ 
Other scholars have also formed theories about space on screen. Brian McFarlane discusses two of these theories and compares them to the possibilities that theatre offers. According to Noel Burch there is on-screen space and six areas of off-screen space: the spaces beyond each side of the screen, the space behind what is visible on screen and the space behind the camera. Off-screen space causes ‘spatial tension’. It allows the audience to believe that on all these sides of what they see the world of the film continues, even though, much like in the theatre, the audience may still be aware that there was a crew working around what is visible on screen. Raymond Bellour discussed the use of space for the cinematic narrative, for example by alternating between close-ups and long shots or characters seeing or being seen. Alternation requires spatial mobility, something that is impossible for the theatre audience.​[56]​
Compared to the authentic, realistic locations cinema uses to set events in, theatre comes across as artificial.​[57]​ In the early days of film the medium often followed theatrical conventions, but eventually let go of such things as theatrical furnishings, which often lack realism, theatrical frontality (keeping the view from an audience seat as camera angle) and of theatrical acting, which entails stylized, exaggerated gestures to make the audience see what a character is doing or feeling.​[58]​ 

Conclusion







A screenplay’s structure may often be very similar to that of most plays. Although screenplays can vary the order of events, they often show them in chronological order as is customary for plays as well. The Lion in Winter is linear, as are the film adaptations. According to Philip Parker linear plays and films often have the same three-act structure. Act 1 is used to establish the parameters of the narrative and introduces the setting, the characters and the topic of the story. Act 2 is used to introduce to the audience the question of what will happen next and make the audience wonder how the story will end. The expected closure is given in act 3 where issues are resolved in some way.​[59]​ However, the play of The Lion in Winter is divided into only two acts, with the first two scenes of act 1 introducing the characters as well as the situation. During act 1 the relationships between the characters get progressively worse until the act ends at a point where no one seems to be able to get what they want from the others. In act 2 Henry introduces a new plan that may get him what he wants and forces the others to fight him. At the end the situation is very much as it was at the beginning of the play, giving the linear events an extra structure that does not fit the three-act structure as such. A more detailed abstract of the narrative is given in appendix A. 
	John Howard Lawson argued that, although there are many basic similarities between plays and films, there are some differences in the exposition, progression and continuity of the narrative. The exposition of a play often involves characters reminiscing about the events leading up to the narrative of the play, because there is no room to show all of these events. The exposition of a film is often longer and more complex in its structure.​[60]​ In the opening scenes a ‘forceful establishment of the principal characters, indications of milieu and the springboard of the story are essential.’​[61]​ It is for this reason that the two first scenes of The Lion in Winter were mixed together for the screenplay. Instead of first introducing Alais and Henry and only introducing the other characters in scene 2, they are introduced in a series of inter-cutting scenes. The progression of the film after the exposition is fairly straightforward, building tension until the final scenes resolve the issues raised during the film. The difference is in the continuity of the narrative. The inner structure of a film scene may vary from its theatrical equivalent because of inter-cutting. The way scenes or images are linked is also very different in film than on stage and finally the way tension is heightened differs in film, where the speed of the action on screen and inter-cutting between images builds tension.​[62]​        




As is to be expected a lot of the additions to the text of the play in the film and miniseries are the result of ‘opening out’, being able to show more on screen than it is possible to show on stage. This especially affects the exposition of both adaptations and will be discussed in chapter 3.  
	There are many more minor additions to the text of the play in both adaptations which were caused by opening out, but there are also a few additions that clarify the relationships between the characters faster than in the play and are a part of the extended exposition mentioned above. For example, at the start of the film Henry clearly tells Alais what her place is: “If I say you and I are done, we’re done. If I say marry John, it’s John. I’ll have you by me and I’ll use you as I like.” This change was maintained in the miniseries, which has still more examples of this type of addition: the relationship between Richard and John is not introduced by their first argument as it is in the play and the film, but by John calling out to his brother as if happy to see him and being ignored. Another tell-tale example is the conversation between Geoffrey and Henry (originally in Act 1, scene 2) in which Geoffrey asks why no one ever thinks of him as an heir to the throne and Henry asks him if he is so unsatisfied with being count of Brittany. Henry forgets which county it is and Geoffrey has to tell him before Henry can finish his sentence, pointing out that Geoffrey is so unimportant to Henry that he is even unable to remember which county he rules. 




The 1968 screenplay lacks many lines from the play. Some of these lines may have been seen as superfluous, because the surrounding lines that were maintained state their content equally well. Many of these deletions are small, entailing only one or two lines from two characters, but about thirty lines of dialogue were cut from Act 1, scene 4, where John speaks to Henry just after he has plotted against his father with Phillip and Geoffrey. This section of the scene sees John taking his distance from his father by deciding not to go on a hunting trip they had planned. Henry tries to reach out to him, but John declines the attempt, clearly mistrusting anything his father does. The scene obviously shows John’s feelings towards his father at that moment, but this mistrust between them is also shown by John’s reaction to Henry’s decision to give Richard everything and by John’s decision to betray his father. It is unnecessary to linger on their relationship any more than the adaptations do.
	Beside the many deletions of the type described above there are also a few deletions that were made clearly to put the focus of a scene on a different aspect of it. There are a few scenes in the play that deal with Henry and his sons in which Henry the Young King is mentioned. Some of these are not in the screenplay. In Act 1, scene 6, for example, Richard gives his unfavourable opinion of his dead older brother and asks his father why he favoured Henry over him. By deleting Richard’s opinion of Henry the focus of the scene is put more firmly on Richard’s relationship with his father and less on the relationships of the two men with the dead prince. A similar thing happens in Act 1, scene 3, where John asks Richard why he has always hated him when John only ever wanted to have him as an older brother. The scene than shifts focus to John’s relationship with Eleanor when she, in a moment of pity, reaches out to him. In the screenplay the long discussion of John and Richard’s relationship is shortened to the last line that causes Eleanor’s pity to focus solely on his hateful relationship with Eleanor, which is far more important to the film.  
	Sadly in favour of the idea that source material is more complex than a film adaptation, some cultural references was also deleted.​[67]​ Eleanor and Henry are shown in the play to be intellectuals with an extensive knowledge of medieval and classical culture. Eleanor mentions Abélard & Héloïse, two very famous medieval writers and both she and Henry mention such classical writers as Sophocles and Caesar. These deletions are not of core interest to the narrative and may have been caused by a concern with the length of the film.




Transposition is in some cases closely connected to the editing process. There are several instances in the adaptations where editing has made it possible to mix scenes together. As has already been stated above the exposition of the films is such a mixture of scenes 1 and 2 of Act 1. However, there are also changes that have nothing to do with the setting or editing of the adaptations. 
To introduce the concerns that drive Henry the adaptations mix lines he has in scene 1 and scene 2, all spoken in his conversations with Alais: in scene 1 he states that he has built an empire and that he must know that it will survive his death. In scene 2 he repeats this need and tells the story of king Lear to give an example of how it should not end. The two are easily mixed, making his point all the stronger in one speech.
	Another series of transpositions takes place at the end of Act 1, scene 2, where Eleanor and Henry argue before they go to dinner. In the play the sequence of events is that Alais’ dowry, the Vexin, is brought up and Eleanor threatens Henry that she will see him lose the province if Alais does not marry Richard. Henry then asks her why she cares and she answers she does because he does. Henry then explains that since he had no France to fight he has found peace and he wants Eleanor to let him keep it, which she immediately denies him. Reacting to this he threatens to strike her in any way he can if she continues to fight. Ending the conversation he tells her to pretend to be the loving couple for the hundred barons in the dining hall and as they walk away she asks him if he ever loved her. When he denies it she tells him that that will only make it more pleasant to fight him. In both adaptations Henry first starts speaking of how he has found peace, after which Eleanor asks him if he still needs the Vexin and they argue about Alais’ marriage. As they walk towards the dining hall he asks her to pretend for the barons and as they walk into the hall Eleanor warns Henry that Richard will be the next king, which brings Henry to ask why she cares so much. Then he tells her he wants peace and when she denies it he threatens her. They sit down at their table and while they are washing their hands Eleanor asks whether he loved her and promises to enjoy crossing him. The elements that have been transposed in this scene are Henry’s talk of peace and the reference to the barons. The latter is easily explained by the fact that they are moving towards the dining hall instead of standing on a stage that depicts a different room. The first, however, is a different matter. The lines about Henry’s appreciation of peace follow a scene that Eleanor and he end on friendly terms. By moving Henry’s lines forward the transition between the two scenes is more fluent, especially since their conversation becomes more agitated from the moment the Vexin is mentioned and all the other elements speak of hostility. 
  	A number of transitions is much smaller in scale. For example, when meeting her children Geoffrey greets her first. She reacts by saying:

‘Geoffrey – but I do have handsome children. John – you’re so clean and neat. Henry takes good care of you. And Richard. Don’t look sullen, dear; it makes your eyes go small and piggy and your chin look weak.’​[68]​





Most of the differences in the lines of the three versions of The Lion in Winter are very small, exchanging one word with another of similar meaning or turning the order of the words in a sentence around without changing the meaning. It is hard to tell whether these changes were written into the script or merely made by the actors while they were performing. 
	Some changes are caused by an addition to the script. Act 1, scene 1 of the play starts with Henry getting annoyed with Alais because she refuses to do as she is told. However, in the films this follows the earlier introduction of the two characters, in which they do get along. This argument would be too sudden after that, all the more as it is set early in the morning. Instead of annoying Henry by not doing as she is told, she asks “what if just for once I didn’t do as I was told?” to which Henry reacts with the same angry lines as he had in the play.
	Other changes are caused by a deletion of lines. In Act 1, scene 2 Geoffrey explains his motivation: “No one ever thinks of crowns and mentions Geoff. Why is that? I make out three prizes here – a throne, a princess and the Aquitaine. Three prizes and three sons; but no one ever says, “Here, Geoff, here Geoff boy, here’s a bone for you.”​[69]​ Henry replies by saying that he “should have thought that being chancellor was a satisfying bone.” However, in the adaptations most of Geoff’s words were cut, leaving only the first two sentences. Every mention of throwing a bone is deleted, so Henry cannot react in the same words and his reaction is changed into: “Isn’t being chancellor power enough?”  
	Changes may also be made to put the focus on some aspects of the plot. In Act 1, scene 2 of the play the princes ask which of them have seen Eleanor and Richard answers that he and Eleanor are not as friendly as they used to be. In the film and miniseries the emphasis is put on the relationship between Richard and Eleanor and their intentions: Geoffrey asks Richard if Eleanor still wants him to be king, to which Richard reacts as before by saying they are not as friendly as they were.
Conclusion
Although it is clear that the general linear order of events still followed the same line in both adaptations as it did in the play, there are indeed differences in the exposition and continuity of the narratives. The changes made can be divided into additions, deletions, transpositions and rewriting.
Film scenes or lines were added, for several reasons. A film tends to introduce the characters that play an important role in the plot as early as possible. This was not the case in the play where most of the cast was not introduced until the second scene. The adaptations also added lines or details to show the relationships between the characters sooner or clearer than they were shown in the play. 
The adaptations also deleted several parts of scenes or lines in order to shorten the length of the film. Most of these lines were unimportant in content as other lines from which the same meaning for the plot could be derived were maintained. Other deletions involved focussing the attention of a scene more on one aspect instead of several (such as relationships between two characters instead of more) or deleting the many references to medieval culture that were used in the play to illustrate the intelligence of the characters, which could be derived from other lines as well. 
Text was also transposed frequently to form the screenplay. Most of these changes had to do with the new possibilities of film as it was no longer necessary to divide the narrative into scenes that took place in one room. James Goldman seems to have taken the chance to transpose more than that however, reordering lines to make a conversation more logical or fluent and sometimes to add a deeper layer which tells something of the characters. 










It has already been established in chapter 1 that there is a difference between space on stage and on screen. The film medium’s ability to create spatial tension and spatial mobility changes the way in which we look at the setting of the story. The décor of a stage production is very different from film locations and is often said to be more artificial.​[70]​ 
James Goldman gave his play six locations: Alais’ chamber, a reception hall, Eleanor’s chamber, Philip’s chamber, Henry’s chamber and the wine cellar. He was also very specific about the atmosphere the set should have: 
	
‘The palace at Chinon was famous for its grace and beauty. The arches, walls and columns of the set, though stone, are soft and light. There are no signs of royal wealth or pomp. The rooms in which the play occurs are simple, airy, clean and as free of furniture and things as possible.’​[71]​

At the beginning of each scene he describes the room in which it takes place. Alais’ chamber is ‘a small and graceful room, containing just a bench, a chest and a chair. Late afternoon light streams in through a window.’​[72]​ The reception hall, that same afternoon, ‘is a bright and spacious room. There is a bench, a large refectory table and a massive chair. A pile of holly boughs lies stacked in a corner.’ In a later scene a Christmas tree is added.​[73]​ Eleanor’s room is described as ‘a plain and pleasant room, it holds a chair, a table and a low wood chest. Soft tapestries give warmth and color.’ In one scene she is wrapping Christmas presents, in another she has a box of jewellery.​[74]​ Philip’s chamber is said to be a ‘gracious room, its back wall lined with tapestries. A canopy bed, the curtains closed, stands at one side. A pair of chairs sit, one at each side of a low table on which there are two goblets and a wine decanter.’​[75]​ Henry’s chamber is a ‘large room, unadorned and without ornament. There is a plain hard bed, an armchair and a charcoal brazier.’ There is a pot of mulled wine on the brazier.​[76]​ The sixth room in which the play is set is the wine cellar: ‘it is a large, dark and vaulted place; its walls and heavy door are offstage, lost in shadow. Candles flicker in tall candlesticks. There are great casks of wine and one small table in the cellar; nothing else.​[77]​ 
	From all these descriptions speaks an austerity that suits the stage perfectly, but that also suits the character of Henry, who has no place for any real luxury in his life. He is first and foremost a soldier, as is also stated by his ‘plain and unimpressive’ clothes.​[78]​ Although other sections of the castle are mentioned, for example the dining hall which offers room for a hundred barons, or the courtyard and the gates, no other rooms can be shown.​[79]​ 




Since it became technically possible, films have usually been shot on location as much as possible. This is closely connected to the design of the film. The director has to pay attention to two types of visual design: pictorial and sequential. The first involves set design, costumes, props and any elements that have to be added to the location to create the right environment for the story to take place. Making this environment is the work of the art director, who works in close contact with the director and a production designer to create the right look for the film.​[81]​ 	The locations in which this environment is created is also linked to the second type of visual design: sequential or continuity design. The director has to decide where each scene of the film will be shot, usually in conference with the producer and production designer. This involves looking at many locations that have been selected by location scouts or deciding to shoot in a studio. It is necessary to walk through the action of every scene on location, because ideas that seemed perfect in the imaginary world of the script, may not work on location and have to be altered.​[82]​       
	The play of The Lion in Winter is set in a very austerely furnished, but beautiful castle. The walls are light, the rooms are airy and clean. The film adaptations have both used real locations, although the 1968 film also used a studio for most of the interiors.​[83]​ The looks of the two films differ from each other considerably. Where the interiors of the 1968 film retained some of the austerity of the stage setting as described by James Goldman, the 2003 miniseries was shot on location in a light, airy castle filled with all the necessary furnishings to make it a suitable royal residence. 
	The 1968 film used several locations to shoot the exteriors seen in the film and some of the interiors that pose as Chinon castle. All other interiors were shot in Ardmore studios in Ireland. Most of the exteriors seen in the film were shot at Montmajour Abbey, a Benedictine monastery northeast of Arles in France. It was founded in 948 and built during the five centuries that followed. The buildings still have Romanesque and gothic features. The abbey is well-preserved and still has a chapter house, a refectory, cellar, library and kitchen. It also has an impressive high tower and a cloister with beautiful columns.​[84]​ Filming also took place at Tarascon castle, also near Arles, situated beside the river Rhône. The castle dates from the first half of the fifteenth century.​[85]​ It is a massive building which does not resemble Montmajour Abbey, but by using parts of both locations the film creates the idea of one Chinon. Although both locations have features of architecture that postdate the film’s temporal setting, they offer an austere Chinon, without much ornamentation. The general look of the film, however, is darker than Goldman’s description of his stage setting. In his director’s commentary Anthony Harvey admits to intentionally giving the film a darker look: ‘My main concern was [that we] didn’t do another historical film with pretty pictures, that the thing would have a really primitive desperate look: little fireplaces, huddled in corners, people shivering’​[86]​ He achieved this by choosing walls that were of a darker colour than Goldman may have envisioned and using very few bright colours in the sets. As most of the play takes place in the evening and night the castle looks darker that the real locations do by daylight. To add even more to the primitive look of the castle Harvey added chickens and Irish wolfhounds to the set. This attempt at making the medieval setting look more real than most other films had before then, is still appreciated by critics: 

‘The film does an excellent job of showing the level of existence in the twelfth century. Although Henry is a King who can afford anything by twelfth century standards, his palace is cold, sparse, and dirty. The grounds, far from being the idyllic palaces seen in earlier films about medieval times, are dirty with peasants and animals sharing living space.’​[87]​

Much has changed since the 1960s. It has become customary to shoot historical films in eastern Europe, where there are many historical towns, castles and churches and where production costs remain low.​[88]​ The 2003 miniseries takes full advantage of this opportunity. It was filmed on location in Budapest and in Spissky castle in Slovakia. Spissky castle is an elaborate site with a high round tower and a roman palace beside it. The site of the castle is enlarged with several walled courtyards that go down the hill it was built on. It is one of the largest castles of Central Europe and was built in the twelfth century and restored several times until the eighteenth century. The round tower, used extensively in the miniseries, was built at the beginning of the thirteenth century, only a few decades after the time the play was set.​[89]​ Much like Goldman’s fictional Chinon, Spissky castle features light walls and some refined columns in arched roman windows. The Chinon of the miniseries is one castle. 




Film adaptations often use the possibility of opening out scenes by setting them in a different location from that described in the play or having the actors move from one room to another during the scene. By having the characters walk through several interiors of Chinon castle the setting of the 1968 film can seem like a whole, even though most interiors were built in a studio and the film mixes these with real locations in France. Although the castle used in the miniseries is a whole, moving through this building during scenes creates the spatial tension discussed in paragraph 1.4. By showing how these rooms are linked an image of the castle is created. Eventually the audience will be aware of the general relation of a room on screen to the surrounding off-screen building, creating a reality in much the same way as the film does by moving through its locations. 
	Instead of using only the six rooms that form the setting of the play the film uses several hallways, a courtyard, the riverside of the Rhône, a cloister, a dining hall, a garden, a chapel, the outer wall of the castle, the bedrooms of the princes and the staircase leading to the dungeon. There is also more movement between these settings than was absolutely necessary for the narrative and by changing camera angles or zooming in or out the sets become larger or more detailed than they could be on stage. The changes in setting of the miniseries follow those in the film closely, although the two Chinons hardly resemble each other. For example, the scene in which Eleanor arrives and greets Henry takes place on the riverside, where she arrives by boat, instead of in the reception hall in both adaptations. However, the shots leading up to the scene differ. In the film Henry and Alais are seen walking through several interiors, into the courtyard and unto the wall above the courtyard towards the riverside, while in the miniseries they walk through the courtyards of Spissky castle until they come outside. The architectural unity of Spissky castle forces a different approach to that of the film where several locations have been made to seem one. 
	Although the scenes that are related to rooms, such as the wedding scene in the chapel or the argument before dinner outside of and in the dining hall are set in the same rooms in both adaptations, some scenes that were opened out in the film are changed in the miniseries. The film has Henry announce to his family that Richard will become king (Act 1, scene 3) in the courtyard instead of Eleanor’s chamber, while the miniseries sets the scene in the corridor outside the dining hall. This is the result of a change in the preceding events. Alais and Henry give alms to the poor in the courtyard in both adaptations, but to underline the fact that they have finished doing so they walk back into the castle in the miniseries and meet up with the family there, instead of staying outside and being met by them. 
	On the whole the miniseries seems to make more detailed use of the location. For example, by having Geoffrey move from Philip’s room to John’s (prior to dialogue from Act 1, scene 4). Geoffrey is plotting and moves quietly through the round tower down the stairs and takes care not to be seen. The film did not have this addition, probably because the interiors were made in a studio and there was no easy way to show the transition from one room in the castle to another. In comparison the film’s use of location seems more similar to theatrical setting in several rooms than the miniseries.
 
3.3	Showing instead of telling

The possibility of using locations has not only caused screenwriters to open out their source material, but has also enabled them to show events instead of telling them. The stage offers limited possibilities of showing events because it is impossible to use too many different décors. Film, on the other hand, is capable of using as many locations as the budget will allow. 
Many plays allude to events that happened in the time before the action takes place, or events that are taking or will take place elsewhere. In the play, Act 1, scene 1, Henry only briefly says he had the family summoned, but no information is given about where Geoffrey and Richard were before they came to Chinon.​[90]​ In the film Geoffrey is seen directing a battle on a beach, which is presumably in his county of Brittany, but was filmed on location in Wales. Richard is seen practicing for a tournament in a castle somewhere, which was also filmed in Wales.​[91]​ 
The revolt that led to Eleanor’s imprisonment in Salisbury Tower is alluded to by Henry briefly in Act 1, scene 2: ‘You led too many civil wars against me.’ To which Eleanor answers: ‘And I damn near won the last one.’​[92]​ The miniseries shows this revolt. The scene immediately shows the strife between all members of this family, even John, who at this time is just a small boy, telling his father to kill the traitors: Eleanor, Richard and Geoffrey. Henry makes his position clear by telling his son that he is unable to do so because they are family. In the same scene Eleanor, Richard and Geoffrey also show their positions in a conversation. Richard screams for action, while Eleanor tries to make him see that they have lost the battle and have to retreat. Eventually he does as she tells him, which defines their relationship immediately.
Another example is found in Act 2, scene 1, where Alais tells Eleanor that Henry came into his room a while before and stood by the fire before he went outside to walk.​[93]​ This example is unrelated to the exposition and serves a different purpose than the introductions of the films. The film shows Henry stumbling into his room briefly and then walking out again without speaking after which he goes outside and eventually collapses on the outer wall of the castle. It differs from what is said to have happened in the play only in a small degree. The miniseries chose a different setting, having Henry end up on the lowest floor of the round tower instead of on the wall. The effect is that Henry’s reaction to the treason committed by his sons is shown longer than when he leaves Philip’s room (and the stage) and it becomes unnecessary to have Alais and Eleanor allude to the events that have only just been shown on screen. 

Conclusion
It is clear that the film medium offers opportunities that the theatre cannot. The amount of space that can be shown on stage is limited, not only in the number of different settings, but also in the amount of space that can be envisioned beyond that visible on stage. Theatre can show a room or even a garden, just as film can, but film can move from this setting to the space beyond it, for example into the corridor or over the wall into the fields beyond the garden. Film can also set scenes or pieces of scenes in different rooms or outside or have characters move through several settings during a scene. Opening out scenes like this is not the only effect locations can have on the narrative of a film. It is also possible to show events that were only referred to in the play. 








Characters are, of course, of key importance to all narrative and according to Imelda Whelehan their relationships with each other is the element of a narrative that is transferred from one medium to another in adaptation.​[94]​ Therefore the manner in which the characters are portrayed is also of key importance to the film. A miscast actor or actress can ruin the believability of the film, but bad costumes or makeup can also distract from a perfect performance. 
	In the case of a historically set film, such as The Lion in Winter, it is just as important to show the characters in medieval clothing as it is to choose a suitable medieval location to film the scenes. However, it is also important that the actors should physically look like the characters they are portraying might have looked. To create an image of a character both casting and costuming are important. Many actors feel that they can only give a convincing performance when in costume, because it is only then that they really look like the character they are playing.​[95]​ 




It is very important to create the right look for each character, but it is also important to choose good actors. It was clear that Katherine Hepburn would play Queen Eleanor in the 1968 film even before the director, Anthony Harvey was chosen to lead the project.​[99]​ James Goldman described Eleanor as a feminine woman of sixty-one who is still beautiful and has great presence and authority.​[100]​ Hepburn was the right age for the role and she had much experience in playing strong women. Her Eleanor is old, but her hair has not lost its colour yet, nor has she lost her vitality. Glenn Close’s Eleanor looks younger, but is of similar age as Patrick Stewart’s Henry and has not lost her vitality either. 
Henry was eleven years younger than his wife, but was played in the film by Peter O’Toole, who was thirty-five years old at the time.​[101]​ According to Goldman Henry does not look old, although old age is setting in.​[102]​ This image leaves some room for interpretation, but to fit the part O’Toole’s Henry had to look older that the actor: his hair is starting to look grey and his full beard and moustache hide most of his face. The real difference, however, is made by his acting, which will be discussed below.​[103]​ Patrick Stewart did have the right age for the role. His Henry has long grey hair and a short beard and is well-built, although much shorter than O’Toole’s Henry
Goldman describes Richard as a handsome twenty-six year old man, graceful and impressive, and emphasizes that Richard is a warrior.​[104]​ Although Hopkins is not as tall as either O’Toole or Timothy Dalton, he seems the physically strongest member of the cast, which suits his role perfectly. He has a short beard and moustache and his hair is short and well-groomed. Andrew Howard’s Richard looks very different. He seems strong and somewhat taller than Hopkins and with two scars on his face looks like he has seen battle. His hair is very short and he has stubble rather than a beard. 
Goldman does not specify what Geoffrey should look like, other than that he is twenty-five and attractive.​[105]​ Both John Castle’s Geoffrey and John Light’s are slender, well-groomed characters, but the look of the character is achieved far more by facial expressions than anything else.
John is described as a sweet-faced boy of sixteen with pimples. Alais adds that he smells of compost.​[106]​ Nigel Terry is a slender young man who is slightly shorter than the other men in the cast. He has some facial hair, but has not shaved, and his hair is a little too long and looks permanently ruffled. It creates the look of a boy who would indeed smell of compost, although he has no pimples. Rafe Spall’s John does have pimples and is a great deal more chubby than Terry’s, which helps to achieve a sweet-faced look when he smiles. He is also taller than most of the actors around him, which makes him seem less young than Terry.
Philip was described by Goldman as a tall, well-built and impressive young man of seventeen, who was handsome without being pretty.​[107]​ Timothy Dalton was twenty-two when he played Philip and one of the tallest cast members in the film. His hair was neatly cut, as was his beard and moustache, creating a look that suited his status and personality as seen from the play, rather than Goldman’s description. Jonathan Rhys Meyers, although not as tall, was as slender. His Philip has long, well-groomed hair and no facial hair.
The only description given of the final character, Alais, is that she is twenty-three and serenely beautiful.​[108]​ Both Jane Merrow and Julia Vysotsky are indeed young, beautiful actresses.
4.2	Costumes

Costumes can help actors to interpret their characters, but bad costumes can easily break the concentration of both the actor and the audience.​[109]​ Costumes also help to create the on-stage or on-screen world, just as locations and props do. However, James Goldman gives very little information about costumes in the play. In the first scene Alais is said to be dressed for a state occasion and Henry is said to always wear plain and unimpressive clothes. The only other information about the way the characters are dressed is when Eleanor is adorning herself with jewellery in Act 1, scene 5.​[110]​ The fact that scene 1 is relocated to a different setting makes it unnecessary for Alais to be dressed for a state occasion, but both adaptations have held true to a certain extent. 
	It has already been discussed in chapter 3 that Anthony Harvey chose to make Chinon look austere, cold and dirty. The costumes seem to fit this setting. Henry and his sons are all dressed in simple clothes made of sturdy materials. All characters, except John, wear different clothes when they are first introduced from when they come together for Christmas court. John does not change his clothes during the film, as is fitting for a character that is said to never take a bath. From the moment everyone starts to arrive for Christmas court very few characters change their clothes. Henry wears a simple green shirt with a brown tunic over it, trousers and boots. Only when he goes to meet Philip in the courtyard does he wear a crown and a stately cloak, which he takes off again as soon as they come to the reception hall afterwards. Eleanor’s, Alais’ and Philip’s clothes form an exception to the austerity of the costumes. King Philip wears a simple dark blue tunic over his otherwise black clothes, but it is decorated with gold stitching. His cloak is trimmed with fur. Philip, Alais and Eleanor are all seen in nightgowns or robes when the setting of scenes asks for this. Eleanor is the only character that changes costumes more often than is necessary. She has two basic gowns and several mantles to go with them.
	By the time the miniseries was made, much more was known about medieval costumes. It is not surprising that the miniseries looks less austere and the fabrics of the costumes look more rich and more suited to the unquestionable wealth of the characters. The amount of different costumes for each character has changed little. John wears a different tunic in the opening scene, indicating that he may be a little less unclean than his 1968 counterpart, but of the others only Henry, Eleanor and Philip have more costumes than in the film. Henry has several robes and mantles to wear over his main costume or his nightshirt. Eleanor has one red dress for the duration of her stay at Chinon, but in the opening scenes she is seen in Salisbury Tower, once in black and once in white and on the battlefield in armour. Her costumes were influenced by her connection to the Holy land​[111]​, which is most visible in her wimples and in her armour.
	The casting and costumes alone do not make the difference between theatre and film. The costumes for several stage productions of the play clearly show that stage costumes can be equally austere or rich, depending on the choice of the producers.​[112]​ 
          
4.3	Acting 

Although a visual image can go a long way in creating a character everything depends on the acting. Stage acting requires more obvious movements to convey the inner life of a character than is necessary on screen. Much has changed in the way actors approach their work since the beginning of film, something that is made clear by the differences between both adaptations. 
The 1968 film stays very close to its stage antecedent, both in acting and in filming.​[113]​ Both the leading actors and the supporting cast had theatre experience. Anthony Hopkins was even appearing on the London stage during filming.​[114]​ Though the actors bring real passion to their performances and some scenes would not have had the same effect on stage, the influence of the theatre is noticeable on some occasions. For example, Peter O’Toole’s performance is clearly influenced by what was traditionally seen as ways to look old on stage: movement becomes more stiff, more deliberate and the body bows forward a little, sagging.​[115]​ Although it convinces, it sometimes seems to put too much emphasis on his age, something that does not happen in the miniseries because Patrick Stewart does not have to pretend being much older than he is. The same applies to John. Youth is shown by quick, unrestricted movements and skipping or jumping while walking. Nigel Terry uses exactly those techniques to show the age of his character while the portrayal by Rafe Spall in the miniseries does not. His John occasionally runs, but does not move as freely and childishly as Terry’s. Instead he plays little games: when Eleanor arrives and she speaks to her sons, he and Geoffrey play by throwing a round cabbage between each other. Later while Henry is discussing his treaty with Philip in the reception hall, John tries to spit some pips into a brazier from a distance. 
It is in these little differences that the contrast between stage acting and screen acting can be seen. At times, though, the film walks a fine line between them, both making use of the fact that the camera can see things a theatre audience might miss and expressing feelings by gesturing more than is necessary for film. A good example of this is given in the wedding scene where Richard dares his father to frighten him. The cast is lined up, literally and Alais and Eleanor are standing between the two characters as they argue. Anthony Hopkins does not break this line, but instead gestures a lot to underscore his angry words, extending his arms towards Henry and past Alais several times. This approach may have to do with their position. The miniseries has father and son moving around the room as they argue, Richard walking a circle around Henry instead of making wild gestures. Here Richard’s anger is more controlled, just below the surface. The acting is in his walk, his facial expression and his voice and gives an entirely different interpretation of Richard’s reaction. 

Conclusion	








It has already been discussed in chapter 1 that one of the main differences between cinema and other visual or performance arts is that the cinema tells a story in moving images. A world is created on screen by showing shots in a specific order, influenced both by chosen camera angles and editing. Of specific importance to a film as character-oriented as The Lion in Winter are camera angles that convey meaning about the characters and their relationships. Some camera angles are influenced by the choice of position of actors in a specific setting. The position of actors has its equivalent on stage, creating spatial relationships between characters, which in themselves can tell stories. Films, however, are said to have their own ‘non-verbal means of denoting transactions between characters, … notably the choice of camera angles and the rhythm of shots in the edited film.’​[116]​ Camera angles, especially close-ups can clarify feelings, personality and relationships. Camera angles can convey what a character sees and what it looks like to the character.​[117]​ There are also various conventional camera angles to clarify the setting of films or to focus attention on aspects of the narrative. 
Editing to a large degree determines the eventual form of the narrative of a film. It not only determines which action is shown when or in what order in a scene, but also which elements are emphasized. It also determines where a scene ends and another begins. Editing can show causal relations between shots within a scene, but can also show how much time has elapsed between shots or how one shot relates to another in terms of space.​[118]​   
	The two film adaptations of The Lion in Winter differ in their use of camera angles, camera movement and editing, although the scenes often take place in similar locations. Director Anthony Harvey states in his director’s commentary on the DVD of the 1968 film that he feels camera movement and editing do not make a film a film, contrary to popular belief.​[119]​ The 2003 miniseries on the other hand uses many of the possibilities that camera angles and movement offer, as well as using the possibilities that editing offers.  

5.1	 	Camera angles: the director’s choice

Camera angles can show a film’s cinematography, introducing where the film, or a scene takes place. They can also introduce the characters that are present in one location to introduce the parameters of the following dialogue between them, or they can introduce one character, focussing on their appearance or some action they are performing when introduced. Any on-screen movement within the frame of a shot can also convey visual meaning by drawing attention to it.​[120]​
	The difference with the way characters, actions and dialogue are witnessed in the theatre is that the members of a theatre audience can choose which aspects of the play, visible to them from their varying positions in the theatre, they wish to focus on. In cinema the audience’s view of what is visible is controlled by the choice of camera angles and the order in which they see it is controlled by editing.​[121]​
	Cinema often uses vista shots (or very long shots) to introduce the setting of the film. Both adaptations of The Lion in Winter use these for example when introducing Chinon castle. These shots show space and distance. A long shot (or full shot) introduces people in their broad surroundings, for example when the films give a view of the busy courtyard. A wide shot (or cover shot) introduces the actors and their surroundings in broad detail, for example in the miniseries when Eleanor meets her children and they are all shown on the floor level of the round tower in various places in the room.​[122]​ 
Other shots are often concerned with how the actors are shown, especially in dialogues. Common points of view are the frontal shot, the side view, the three-quarters frontal view and the back view, all of which are used in both adaptations to show the spatial relation between characters as they speak to each other.​[123]​ For example, Henry may be standing in front of the camera but he can speak to Eleanor who is standing to the left of the camera. Equally the camera may be focussed on both Henry and Eleanor as they speak with each other and show a side view of both to clarify their distance from each other. Camera angles can also influence the shot. An eye-level view may create a stable image of where the action takes place or what is happening, but high-angle or low-angle views may make a shot visually more interesting to the audience. Especially as a sequence moves from a wide shot to a closer shot the audience may feel drawn into the world of the film.​[124]​ Both adaptations frequently use high-angle views to introduce settings and sometimes action, for example when Alais is led to the chapel in the 1968 film. The family moves through the dining hall and is shown from a very high angle to show where they are and in which direction they are moving. Low-angle shots are rarely used for any other reason than that actors are shown as they move down staircases towards the camera below them or move upstairs away from it. 
In dialogue sequences actors may be shown fully (a full-length shot or medium long shot), often clarifying their position in a room or a group of people. If this makes a shot too wide they may be shown in a ¾ shot (or knee shot). The most common shot in dialogue sequences has always been the medium shot, showing actors from head to waist. If the camera zooms in further the shots are named close-ups, varying from medium close-up (showing the head as well as part of the torso) to very close-up (showing less than the whole head). An extreme close-up can show an isolated detail of the human body or the surroundings to place emphasis on it.​[125]​ These various degrees of showing the characters as they speak with each other are used in both films. The difference between the style of the film and that of the miniseries is found in the variation between shots.         
   
5.2	 	Editing: the final form

To show this variation in style it is important to discuss the amount of editing that takes place. Editing is closely connected to the choice of camera movement. A moving camera may make cutting between scenes unnecessary, either by moving from one character to another or by zooming in or out. Such a simple move of the camera is called a pan and may be used to various effects, for example to follow the action or a person in a scene and reframe on a different spot in the available space to keep focus. Panning can also be used to give a kinetic effect, following a movement one way and then following another movement in the opposite direction. It can also be used to emphasize depth, following movement in the background and then reframing to focus on something in the foreground.​[126]​
	If the director chooses not to use camera movement, editing must take its place, unless a camera angle is chosen that shows all of the ‘stage’, much like it is in theatre, which would deprive the film narrative of any focus. There are various ways of cutting between shots, but both adaptations only use the cut (an instantaneous flow from one shot to another) and the fade (where the screen momentarily fades into black to more clearly define the end of one scene before the next starts.​[127]​ Editing can be used to show connections on the temporal, spatial and logical level in a film.​[128]​ If the camera shows Henry speaking a line of dialogue and the next shot is of Richard, it can be logically assumed that he was speaking to Richard or about Richard. It can also be assumed that time has moved realistically and that only a moment has passed between the last shot of Henry and the next shot of Richard. This is called continuity editing. If Henry is looking to the left of the screen the spatial connection formed by editing, the eye line match, requires Richard to look to the right in the following shot. 

Below I will discuss two scenes from The Lion in Winter as they were used in the film adaptations. In both cases the dialogue differs very little and only in minor details. The real change is made by editing and the choice of camera angles. 
	In the first scene Eleanor meets her three sons inside the castle. The film introduces the scene simply by cutting from the preceding shot of the sons on the castle wall looking at their mother arriving on the riverbank to a tight close-up showing Eleanor’s head in the centre as she starts speaking to John. The camera does not move, but zooms out to include John who is in front of her, slightly to the left. Then the camera zooms out further and moves slightly to put Richard and Geoffrey who are standing to the right of Eleanor in the frame as well. The camera holds this medium shot while Eleanor speaks to her sons, but as she continues on the subject of Philip and her history with his father, the camera slowly zooms in on her again until she finishes her speech. At that moment trumpets are heard and the scene cuts to a medium shot of all four characters again as Eleanor draws attention to the sound and they start leaving the room at which point the scene cuts again to a different part of the castle where they talk on. The scene shows a remarkable lack of movement, both in the actors and in the camera, and is almost a sequence shot, a scene taken in one shot without editing.​[129]​ The lack of cutting and the slow movement of the zoom makes the scene seem static.  
	On the whole the miniseries makes more use of editing and camera movement in the dialogues. In this scene a pan is used as Eleanor enters the floor level of the round tower and moves around a low cart in the middle along the walls to the other side. The pan ends on a medium shot of her on the left side of the screen and her guard to the right of her. As she turns the camera follows her back towards the centre of the room to a full-length shot of John in the centre and Eleanor to the right of the screen with her back towards the camera. The four characters are distanced from each other, positioned around the room. From Eleanor’s perspective John is in the middle of the room in front of the cart, Geoffrey is several feet to the left, nearer to her, while Richard is leaning against the wall far behind John. During their conversation John and Geoffrey throw a cabbage between them, which is shown by cutting to shots of them catching the cabbage several times. Eleanor moves between John and Geoffrey, but does not move towards Richard. When she speaks to her sons individually the scene cuts first to a shot of her starting to speak and then to the object of her attention in a medium shot or close-up, depending on the importance of body language or facial expression. The various cuts during the conversation show the reactions to Eleanor’s words as well as the relationship between the three brothers as they are seen watching each other, as implied by the eye lines in the shots that follow each other. For example, Richard is seen watching something to his right; the next shot is of John, implying that he is watching John. The scene ends when Eleanor leaves the room and a wide shot shows the three sons in silence. 
	One of the scenes that features all characters in The Lion in Winter is the wedding scene. In both adaptations this scene takes place in the castle’s chapel because of which a bishop is added to the scene. In the 1968 film the bishop with two attendants take their place in the chapel while the main characters are lined up opposite them. The film alternates between full length shots of the entire line of people and the chapel behind them, medium shots of Richard, Alais, Eleanor and Henry standing in line as they speak and several close-ups of two characters beside each other. The shots focus the attention on the characters that are speaking, only cutting from one shot to another when the attention is focussed on different characters in the line. Full length shots are used when characters step out of line to leave the chapel or when all characters are shown to see how the characters without dialogue react to what is happening. The only big close-up in the scene is of Henry when he shows pain at the mention of his dead son Henry. All these shots are made from a straight line in front of the main characters or from the opposite end of the chapel. This frontality is broken only twice by placing the camera at the end of the line in a medium shot, centralizing the reaction of Eleanor and of Richard. 
	The chapel in the miniseries is smaller and the characters are placed differently. Richard and Alais stop in front of the bishop, Henry beside Alais and Eleanor slightly behind Richard. Behind Eleanor is Geoffrey. John stops in the background near the entrance. Philip enters when Alais tries to run out and forces her to return to her place beside Richard. However, as the scene progresses the characters move around the room and each other. While speaking to Richard Henry stops near his son, a sequence done in a shot reverse shot cutting,​[130]​ alternating between close-ups of the two characters as they speak to each other. When Henry speaks with Philip he has to move across the chapel before he can really argue with him, which is shown by a pan shot following Henry from a medium shot into a close-up. Because the characters argue with each other so much there are many cuts between shots of speaking characters, but these are also alternated with shots of Eleanor and Geoffrey looking on, of John sulking in the corner until Henry drags him into the conversation, of Alais crying quietly and of course of several characters leaving the chapel. This montage of rapidly changing shots is much less static than the scene in the film, not in the least because the actors are not lined up but move around the room. 

Conclusion





Adaptations offer a complex problem to critics and scholars. What makes an adaptation good or bad is most often a matter of personal taste or of a presupposed idea that no adaptation will ever be as good as its source. It is for this reason that most sources that discuss the film adaptations of The Lion in Winter discuss and compare their merit in terms of how enjoyable or convincing these films are. Little attention is paid to how true the adaptations are to their source text or what makes the two adaptations differ from each other. The most basic differences, the acting and the speed of editing are only briefly discussed by critics, sometimes favouring the 1968 film, sometimes the 2003 miniseries. Whether these elements are considered effective is to a certain extent a matter of taste. That these differences exist is not.
	The two adaptations of The Lion in Winter prove that every film adaptation that is made, even when the same screenplay is used, has its own specific look and can use the film medium in different ways. This makes it difficult to show the differences between film and theatre. The 1968 film differs less from what is perceived as theatrical than the 2003 miniseries.    
	Although the screenplay of The Lion in Winter follows most of the narrative of the play the structure a film requires caused certain changes in the introduction of characters and events. While the introduction of the cast was divided over two scenes with two different stage decors, both films chose to cut between the two scenes so that all the characters could be introduced at the start of the film. The requirements for the length of a screenplay caused James Goldman to delete several lines of dialogue, although these deletions did not change the relationships between characters. In the play several lines only repeated or emphasized the meaning of others. Because of the limit to what can be shown on screen in a certain amount of time, deletions or transpositions were made within scenes, putting an emphasis on the most important characters in a scene rather than all the characters present, as was the case on stage. Here a choice is made by the filmmakers that in the theatre belonged to the audience.        
	Further changes to the narrative were made because the locations in which theatre and films are performed can differ so extensively. Both film adaptations chose to introduce several characters outside the setting of the play: Chinon at Christmas 1183. These locations that were used to depict different regions or different times cannot be used on stage as easily. It would entail too many shifts in the décor. Theatre usually solves this problem by referring to different locations, times or events in the dialogue, as does The Lion in Winter. However, the use of location in film adaptations can change the atmosphere of the setting completely. Where Goldman described a light, airy castle, Anthony Harvey chose to make the 1968 film look dark and dirty so as to break with the Hollywood tradition of showing the Middle Ages as colourful and clean. The 2003 miniseries was influenced by another development in film production. Most historical films these days are filmed in Eastern Europe which offers many historical locations and were production costs are low. Andrei Konchalovsky chose a light, large castle, although several rooms appear to be less large than Goldman envisioned them for the stage. Another difference between the use of location in both adaptations is that the miniseries uses one location to double for Chinon, while the film used several locations in France and several sets built in a studio to form the image of a whole castle. Because characters move around the castle more in the films than they can on stage, it is important to display the spatial connections between rooms and imply a connection, even when a hallway is located in a medieval abbey and the room it opens into is a studio-built set. Displaying these spatial connections is easier in the miniseries because one castle is used where halls and rooms are indeed connected.
	An element of stage and film production that differs little is the casting and costuming of actors. Theatre can offer costumes as elaborate or simple as film can and the casting of actors need not be different. There is however a difference between how much can be shown on stage and how much the camera can capture on film. Theatre acting therefore requires a more explicit portrayal of the inner world of a character through movement and speech, while film, especially when showing close-ups of characters, can show their emotions by their facial expression alone. Acting on stage has also developed ways of showing the age of characters by their deportment and movements more than casting. The two film adaptations differ in their portrayal of the characters. Where the 1968 film follows theatrical traditions more closely, also because of static camera angles, the 2003 miniseries makes use of camera movement to show as much of the characters’ emotions as possible and makes it unnecessary to use the exaggerated gestures used in stage acting.
	As mentioned above the use of camera angles, movement and editing in the two film adaptations also differs. Theatre offers to the audience one view of the stage. The only movement of the point-of-view that is possible is a turn of the head to follow the action on stage or to focus on a character instead of another. The main difference in film is that the camera often chooses the point-of-view for the audience. In wide shots or medium shots an audience member may still focus on one of the characters seen on screen, but when a film gives a close-up of one actor instead of showing all the characters present around him, the choice is already made. This directs not only the focus of a narrative but also conveys meaning. Another use of the camera and editing is closely connected to showing space. The relationship between characters in a room can be shown by their distance from each other or by looks in a certain direction and a following matching shot of whatever is seen. This can convey meaning as well. Furthermore, camera angles can hide the fact that some sets are not a whole and are constituted from several different locations, thus creating the illusion of one location. 
	The differences between theatre and film are thus closely connected to the possibilities offered by location and by those offered by camera use and editing. Rewriting in many cases is influenced by a change of location or the possibility of cutting between scenes. The world created on stage is less elaborate than that created on film and can be shown in less detail and from a more static point-of-view only. Film may offer a very similar narrative to theatre, performed in similar ways, but it always has its own way of showing this narrative. Even when a director, such as Anthony Harvey, chooses a very static camera point-of-view and chooses to refrain from editing too much, filming in long takes, the camera brings actors closer or shows them further away than is possible on stage. More movement and more points-of-view are offered in scenes than is possible for theatre. 
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Scene 1 is set in Alais’ chamber in the late afternoon. Alais and Henry argue about Henry’s relationships with Eleanor and his sons, about her dowry and King Philip of France, her brother and about the coming Christmas to which everyone is invited.
 
Scene 2 is set in a reception hall. It introduces all the characters to each other and immediately makes clear the underlying relationships. It becomes obvious that Henry and Eleanor are powerful opponents and that all other characters are trying to hold their own against everyone else. The scene also introduces the motives these characters have for fighting over the crown, Alais and their provinces. King Philip clearly states that Henry should honour the treaty he made with France and have Alais marry Richard.  

In scene 3, set in Eleanor’s chamber some time after the first two scenes, Eleanor tries to win Richard back, but he does not believe she really cares for him. He feels the only thing she wants is her precious Aquitaine back. Then the other princes and Henry and Alais enter. Henry tells them he has decided what to do in the argument with Philip: Richard gets everything and the kingdom will remain intact. Richard does not trust Henry either, but John and Geoffrey do. John lashes out at Richard and Geoffrey parts with John in favour of the winning side. Alais and John leave, hurt and furious. Geoffrey leaves intending to sell everyone out to everyone else if he can find a way to do it and Eleanor is left to win Richard’s heart and with it the Aquitaine back, which she eventually does.
  
Scene 4 is set in the reception hall again, immediately after scene 3. The plot thickens as Geoffrey regains John’s trust and gets him to plot with Philip to get an army with which they can gain power. Henry tries to get the Aquitaine for John as a consolation prize for losing the crown but Eleanor forces him to let Richard marry Alais in return. When it becomes clear to Richard that he will have to give up the Aquitaine for Alais, he refuses to marry her, declares war on Henry and is made a prisoner inside the castle. John and Geoffrey are sure John will become king again and Alais and Henry are reconciled.
 
Scene 5 is set in Eleanor’s chamber shortly afterwards and concentrates on her relationship with her sons. She feels heart-broken now that she seems to have lost everything. Geoffrey comes to her and asks her why she has always been so indifferent towards him, but she cannot answer. Then Richard and John come in, still antagonistic towards each other. When John accidentally reveals his treacherous pact with Philip Eleanor regains her strength, seeing an opportunity to get Richard back in the game. She gets Geoffrey to help her keep John away from Philip and tells Richard to go and ask Philip for an army.





Act 1 ended with everyone losing as Henry disinherited all his sons. Philip at this point disappears from the play. Act II sees Henry threaten to annul his marriage with Eleanor so that he can take Alais as his wife and get a new heir to the throne. An heir, who, as everyone tells Henry, will be unprotected after his death. To ensure his safety Henry will be forced to keep his other sons locked up or have them killed. This new turn of events unifies the brothers in a common cause.

Scene 1 is set late at night in Henry’s chamber, where Alais sits alone until Eleanor comes in. She has come to ask Henry for peace as she feels tired of all the intrigue. She and Alais talk with each other as the mother and daughter they once almost were, but Alais remains sceptic of Eleanor’s intentions. Henry returns to the room and Alais leaves. Henry and Eleanor talk about their sons and admit that it is their fault they have become who they are. Eleanor tries to convince Henry that she just wants a peaceful life, but as Henry reveals his new plan she promises to fight him every step of the way. Henry is planning on going to Rome to speak with the pope, but locks his sons up to stop them from taking his kingdom while he is gone.   

Scene 2 is set in Alais’ chamber at dawn the next day. Henry comes in to wake her up and tell her they will be leaving for Rome. He has been up all night to form an entourage and he has locked his sons up in the wine cellar. Alais reminds him that a temporary confinement is not good enough and that if he wants her to marry him and make a new heir he will have to keep his sons locked away forever. He leaves to tell them they will indeed never be released.













Other locations: 1. 1968, A beach in Brittany, filmed in Wales; 2. 1968, Richard’s castle, filmed in Wales; 3. 2003, battlefield for the revolt, filmed in Budapest.








Chinon courtyards: 1. 1968, courtyard, filmed at Tarascon; 2. 1968, walls towards the river, filmed at Tarascon; 3. 2003, first courtyard of Spissky castle; 4. 2003, outer courtyard of Spissky castle.


Chinon, reception hall: 1. 1968, studio; 2. 2003, Spissky castle; 3. 2003. Seen from staircase outside Philip’s room.   


Chinon, dining hall: 1. 1968, refectory of Montmajour Abbey; 2. 2003, dining hall in Spissky castle.  


Chinon, chapel: 1. 1968, church near Montmajour Abbey; 2. 2003, room in Spissky castle.






Chinon, Philip’s room: 1. 1968, studio; 2. 2003, room in Spissky castle.

Chinon, cellar: 1. 1968, vaulted cellar of Montmajour Abbey; 2. 2003, vaulted cellar of Spissky castle.

















Fig 2. Patrick Stewart as Henry; Henry’s main costume; Henry’s main costume with a cloak for state occasions.












Fig. 5. Glenn Close as Eleanor; Eleanor’s red costume; a fur cloak for outside over the red costume; a coarse red cloak for inside over the red costume; a silk cloak for inside over the red costume.    





























































Fig. 1: 1. Very close-up; 2. Big close-up; 3. Close-up. 


Fig. 2: 1. Close-up; 2. Medium close-up; 3. Medium shot; 4. ¾ (knee) shot; 5. Medium long (full length) shot. 

 Fig. 3: Vista shot.






Fig 5: Impression of the first scene discussed in paragraph 5.2: Eleanor meets her sons (1968).


Fig 6: Impression of the first scene discussed in paragraph 5.2: Eleanor meets her sons (2003).














The Lion in Winter, dir. Rich Girardi. Tower Auditorium, Boston, MA, 2001. 
The reception hall in various scenes; Act II, scene 3: the cellar.
Source: UbiquityStage Home. 1999-2003. Ubiquity Stage. 17 June 2006 <www.ubiquitystage.com/lioninwinter.shtml (​http:​/​​/​www.ubiquitystage.com​/​lioninwinter.shtml​)>


The Lion in Winter, costume design André Bruce Ward. Theatre Memphis, Memphis, 2003.  
Henry and Eleanor in Costume





The Lion in Winter, dir. Rhonda Clark. Set design Tom Harrington. Costume design Corey Martin. Carpenter Square Theatre, Oklahoma City, 2001.   
The set; Eleanor in costume; Alais, Henry and Philip; Geoffrey, Richard and John.
Source: Carpenter Square Theatre. 1999-2006. Carpenter Square Theatre. 17 June 2006 <www.carpentersquare.com/shows/show_lion_winter.htm >


The Lion in Winter, dir. Milton Katselas. Set design Clarke Dunham. Bucks County Playhouse, New Hope, PA, 1966. 
The rotating set: reception hall, room, cellar.
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